OOCO0EMT BESOHE 




BO 156 708, 
AOTHOB 



' IR'^OOe 087 



INSTJT 
PUB DA 
BOTE' ; 

EOBS P 
DESCRI 



OTIOH 
TE 



RICE 
PIOBS 



i 



fuller,; Huriel L. ^ - 

Illinois State Library Shared Staffing Prbgram Poliby 
Beview. Phase I: Report. ( 
Illinois State Library^ Springfield. ' ^ 

30 -Nov 77 - < • 

38p. * ' - ; 

MF--$0.83 HC--$2.Q6 Plus Postage*^ \' ' 1 

♦Inservice Programs; ♦Librarians; ♦Library^ Programs;! 
Pr<;jtfessional Training; Program Evaluation; *Public ' I 
Libraries; ♦Shared Services ! 



ABSTRACT . ' - 

% . \ The Shared Staffing Program in Illinois began in 197 

linder , co^Joperative funding from the Illinois State Libraryr the 
public library systems ^ and local libraries. By 1977 fifteen pul^ic 
-libraries in/ three systems were involved in seven projects , each 
funded for l^ree years. The c^ri^inal objective was to provide 
beginliing professional librarians the opportunity to work in 
librarie:^ serving populations of less than 10,000 that had not had 
professional staff memljers until that time. In actual practice, the 
pexsons hired did not work as the administrators of small- libraries, 
but as _staff members in reference and adialt services, children's 
work, community service, cataloging, homebound service, and 
administrative services in libraries of various sizes. The program, 
policy revieWt^Tesulted in a recommendation that the program continu 
because it w4;5 effectively increasing the numbers^""x>f^.^E^of essi'onal 
librarians in public libraries and was based on sound pri 
public library operation. (Author/JAB) 
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SHMKD STAFFING PROJECT REVEIW REPORT 



At its June, 1977 pieeting the Illinois State Librarx Advisory Committee 
requested that the , Shared Staff ing Program be reviewed and that a proposal for 
. su'gg^te4 changes, in the guidelines and in the program be submitted for consid- 
eration at. its- June, 1978 meeting. 

Two phases for the study were outlined. In Phase I the seven programs 
in operation wbuld bfe reviewed and evaluated an^ recommendations based on the 
evaluation be. submitted to the Advisory Committee: Phase I should be, completed 
by December, 1977. ^ In Phase II the personnel needs of libraries serving popu- 
lations under ten thousand, which represent over seventy percent of the libr- 
aries in the state, would be reviewed and studied with the purpose, of suggesting 
modifications in, the present Shared Staffing Program which would meet those 
Tieed? more adequately and also to recommend similar or alternative programs 
geared to this populatiuYi group. The suggestions would be considered for. 
inclusion in the Illinois State-Library Manpower Develof)ment Program. 

. • .* \ , PHASE I : REPORT 

■ 1/ -Meithods ' . " 

■ .2. General Summary 
^ ' 3. Summary of questionnaires ^ - \ 

4. ^ 'Recommendations ' " . 

5. Appendixes . J . • ' ' 



Note: On December 1-, 1977, the Shared Staffing Programs has: 
'2 projepts bpenatihg in the third year . ' 
2 projects operatiYig in the ^irst year 
2 projects just beginning operation 
• 1 project without a^shai:ed' staffer. 




PHASE I : REPORT 
e . 1. METHODS 

A consultant, Muriel L. Fuller, retired professor of Library Science, 
University of Wisconsin, MadiSion agreed to carry out the review of the Shared 
Staffing Program in" cooperation with the Illinois State Library and to pre{)are 
the report with recommendations for , both Phase I and II and submit tbem' to the 
Illinois State Library Advisory Committee, ^ ; . ' 

In addition to reviewing the proposals and reports for the six pragram^ now 
in operation 'and the seventh, which will bje as soon as the Shared Staffer is 
employed, meetings were held at the headquarters of DuPage, Suburban and Shawnee 
Library Systems with the local librarians, shared .staffers^, system liaisons 
and the State Library consultant attending, ' At the meetings the programs 
were discussed in great detail and problems and results thoroughly aired, ^ . 
Impressions of great variakce in objectives and activities were reinforced 
by a field visit to all pucPlic libraries involved, * 

A questionnaire asking for in-put from each person who had been involved 
in the projects from the beginning to the, present was sent and Very helpful, 
rep^l^ies were received from all the librarians involved now. 

The intent of the questionnarie was to elicit responses to questions* 
^out process, to ask for suggestions for improvement in the guidelines and 
"changes in the pragram dtself , and whether the Shared Staffing. Program should 
continue as a part of the State. Library *s Manpower Development Program. The 
response to the last question was very^ nearly a unanimous and resounding 
''yes'^ . ' . \ 

The 'report on Phase I based on the information gained' in the ways outlined 
has been prepared with ^recommendations and is beiW submitted to the State 
Library Advisory Committee at their December, 1977^irieeting. 



, ^ \ 2l GENERAL SUMMARY * • ' 

( ' • ' '.' ■ 

In 11975 the Sharea Staffing Program was introduced to Illinois libraries. 

It was ij^signe^ to provide a way to meet the n^ed for 'professional library 
leadership in a number of the libraries serving poptilaticjns of 10,000 or less 
which included seventy percent of the public libraHes in the state: It would 
also provide . young professional graduates ^ith leadership and administrative 
experience. Discussion of the prograrh indicated that another benefit which 
hopefully would result would be. the cooperative working and planning together 
of libraries so that they could really benefit from having professional leader- 
ship and obtain a new concept of wh^at full library service nlight be, 

lYi the planning and carrying out of the program the local' libraries would, 
work with a systeDKli^iison person and a Stata Library staff member in order to 
design programs wnich wo,uld result in helping .the libraries .meet the objectives 
stated in the program. 



The objectives were: v 

1. To improve the quality of libl^ary service in communitieis now 
.^unable to afford professional staff; ' " 

. 2, To assist libraries in the process* of meetinj? minimum standards / 
by offering incentive through special personnel grants; 

3. Tg establish a basis for cooperative effort with long-range /) \ 
potential for developing larger units of library service; , ( 

: ■ ■ . - : ... .^-^ V . 

^4. To help meet obj.ectives of the State Lc^g Range Plan. ■ Y 

. ■' " ' . ^ . 

The original concept of shared- staff ing was to make it possible for twq 
libraries, each serving up to 10,000 pgpulation to share a professional libr- 
arian as thpir administrator in Tbrder to help them accomplish the goal of pro- 
viding more adequate library service in their coUnunities'. In addition there 
was the "expectation that working together would demonstrate the advan^^tagje of 
^cooperation between l^ibraries which might lead to further cooperative programs 
and services being provided jointly. 

The concept of shared staffing is a logical administrative principle that " . 
libraries are beginning to accept. In" most instances a single position is 
shared by two persons. The Illinois State Library has offered a unique vari- 
ation which has great potent rai^f or long range improvement of Illinois library 
service through increased numbers of professional .staff. Hbwever, certain 
changed, in the Shared Staffing Program appear essential in order to realize j 
its potential.^ --^ ^ I 



V 



Although pi;,iority in the original proposal was to be given to lib'rari&s 
in rural areas and to /libraries serving population^ under 10,000, three years 
of p:^ogramming have , shown very practical reasons why there bias been no "rush 
of' applicants from that sector. 

Finding two libraries near enough geographically to make shared staffing 
feasible and having these libraries at the same stage of ^development s'o they 
can plan aHead to take on thp fjdll funding for the half-time position in thre^ 
years at a professional salary rate is very difficult especially for public 
libraries in areas where present- fui^ing for public library service is apt to' 
.be ^minimal . Suggesting that the shared staffer might be a beginning professional 
who would gain valuable 'administrative experience by working in two libranies 
as the director raises an almost unattainable expectation of the capability of 
the recent library school graduate. Learning to cope with all the day-to-day* 
operations of the library — and in^two of them'at the same time(!)--as well as - 
working with the library tioistees, the governmental officials, system personnel 
and, the community at jarge is a very demanding job. It is difficult «(5nj)ugh ' 
for the mature person with great judgment and administrative skill to work through 
the first year of responsibility in one library. Two libraries would be im- • 
possible to handle except for .the experienced administrator- wbo might see 'a 
challenge in -developing two program^ simultaneously. In ^that; case though, th^ . 
salary which the libraries could afford would not compensate for the experience ' 
the person vfeuld bring tp'the position. . ^ 
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However, as one of the'^shared staf^rs stated in his comments on his*position 
^ as a recent graduate, without experience, the shared staffing position can be ah^ 
idea4 situation; ' As he said, ^'Though -the shared staffing position was originally 
designed to place professional directors in small libraries that otherwise ' . ' 
dould not afford the benefit of a diifectdr wit|i-a library science degree, in 
practice the prograift' has put new librarians in professional positions at a level 
bel'ow th^t of director--as " reference or children's libxariaT\. It's these posi- 
tions whi-ch are great for the new librarians fresh out 'o*f library school." 

Another aspect ,o'f the program, which needs ^o be re-considered is the assump- 
tion that each public library ' serving a population under 10,000 should^ jiave 
professiondjlly trained leadership. When is it economically and professionally:. • ■ 
feasible to expect a;public library- to seek and hire a professional librarian? 
5,000 population? 8,0^T)?*si^ 10,000? If a population standard were accepted^ as • 
a guidelin^i'j then, the librai^^es could easily be^dehtified which, do not have a 
professionally trained librarian orv^the staff, arid a more sppcifiq program 
could be designed to heljJ "them reach the goal in the next »five to ten, years . ; 
Sheared staffing might be one method tc? be proposed ^but ther^ shcmld be alter- 
natives . • . 

If the population figure of 5,o50-10,000 were used in the guidelines, then' 
a study of the p^ublic^librafry statistics (1976) shows the number of cominunitie^ 
in the populkt'ion category in each sy^tenV as fbllows: • 



47 


2 


40 


. 3 


55 . 


5 


21 . 


'3- 


30 


2 


34 


10 


28. , 


. 5 


74 


16 


27 


2 



' Libraries 5, 000-10, OOtf ^ Libraries ^ 5,000-10,000 

' Bur Oak ^ 2-3 g . ^Lincoln Trail 

Chicago ^ 1. 0 / No.rth Suburban 

Cornbelf ^21 0- * Northern Illinois 

Cumberland '^Trails 17 ' 8 • River Efend ^ 

DuPage 26 6 ^ Rolliha Prairie - 

Great River * . 22 ' , ' 1 -Shawnee 

Illinois Valley ,34 3 Starved Rock 

Kaskaskia^ 18_ - 2 ^ Suburban „ ' ^ 

Lewis and Clark 30 W Western Illinois 

It seemed important to find out how-, many libraries in thi3 population 
bracket now have at l^east one professio;ial staff .member . A quick telephone, 
survey of the systems gatlypred the following responses when the questions were 
asked, how many libraries in your.s/stem serv^ 8,000-12,000 persons? How many 
of these have at least one professional li^arian on the staff?. * ^ 

Chicago was not cabled and response^^wei^e not available) Ttom two other 
systems, so. fi^fteeri systems responded- /They Vaid that they 4jave a total of 
56 libraries serving the 8^,000-12,000 /oplilation group with 33 libraries being - 
served by professional librarians. Ldtoking at 'DUPage, 'North Suburban and Sub- ' 
urban together they indicated' they h^Jve 30^ libraries'" ins^e category with 21 
professional librarians^- and Would nee'd 11 more prof ession^ librarians to meet 
the standard. • In the 26 libraries in the other systems there .are 12 professional, 
librarians and a need for J14 m^ore to meet tentative standards. Altogether the^re 
is a need for 2^additional professional librarians in that population group^'^ ' 
to have at least, one professional in each J^l^fer^y . it s^ems highly improbable 
that shared staffing und,er its preseat guidelines could help very much to fill ' 
the gap.' However, the specific libraries should -be queried about their plans for 



having -professional staff members and what assistance might ''help them move' in/ 
that direction, A concerted effort on the part of the systems to review the ' 
preseiit manpower programs in thBir libraries and *to explore various j long range 
possibilities for meeting the objectives .appears to be needed. • 

The logicayyfollow-up question is: what personnel needs e#-iihxaries in' 
other population categories might the Shared Staffing Program meetj* Tjie lib- 
raries themselves "-have already approached that question by submitting proposals 
: which were accepted. ^ . • * ' 



The population categories bf the libraries involved are: 

^ . 5,000 - 9,999 - 2 • 

V 10,000 - 24,9^9 - 9 ' ' * , 

'25,000 ov^r - 4 ' ^ " n > 

^e projects illustrate several patterns of cooperation among libraries 
of different sizes and they have been able to reach agreement- on the decisions 
which must be made when libraries are embarking on a new pattern of operation. 
A possible change to be considered is to offer the program to a limited number 
of public libraries in large po]!)ulation categories which can prove ^a need for 
adding a professionals staff position which they cannot fund in their present 
budget, -but Which they can justify and plan to include in the budget in four 
years. The same requirements for sharing the staff meitibie^ with another library 
would apply and the same benefits accrue from the , cooperative programs. 

. At this time the Shared Staffing Program is just getting started *in 
Il^nois but the evidence seems to show that the State Library should continue 
th^' program for at Ipast three-five more years under revised, guidelines and 
\^th a maximum of five programs each year;'\ The result would mean an additional 
15 to 25 professional librarians working in .^ijinois^ Public Libraries at an 
estimated cost to the State Library of $2O,0loO per program or $300,000 to 
$500,000 oyer a three to' five- year period^. ' ' . " 

Four questions were raised in the outlii%^ prepared for the^hared Staffing 
Policy Review which should Be answered, thouglif briefly at this time, 

1. ^Have the present pirograms met their proposed objectives? \ ^ ^ 

It is premature to answer this question except partially for the two 
programs initially funded in 1975 in the DuPage Library System.' 

These two projects, in^ their^thir4 ^ear and both with rather recently 
/ appointed new shared staffer's, hacj well defined objectives, carefully out- 
lined proglrams, regular^reportine of activities with a real ^fo3:t at 
evaluation in terms of the objectives and very cooperative library staffs 
•and boards. The proposal .showed th^ results of careful joint planning from 
the beginning with system personnel and the state library consultant assigned 
to the program. 

There is positive documented evidence, particularly in the cooperative 
reference program that the or5.ginal objectives are being met anci that the 
program will continue. Although in t^e^.Tri-City Homebound Project, one 
library may decide not to continue to participate in^ the cooperative program 



' 1 . ■ . 

i.e. * ' 

' ^ J * ■ , ■ 

after the tl|ree yeats are completed, the major objectives of that project 
will have befen met also, and there is a real possibility that two of the 
libraries' will continue to work together. 'Thfiy may well have demonstrated 
that thfe moijfe effective programs will include only two libraries, not 
three. ' ^ ' 

4 , ■ . . ■ '■ / ' 

One exciting result of the cooperative reference program which was not 
emphasized in the objectives but which is one of the most valuably outcomes 
has been the benefits to the library staff members in the two libraries. 
Planned, practical in-service training h^d been included ag an element and 
has been carefully carried out. In addition, there has been exchange of 
staff members between the two libraries and regular joint staff meetings. 
There has been the learning to plan together for greater use of resources 
in the twq libraries and in the System and the beginning of d:^scussion of 
additional ways in which the two libraries may cooperate -in order to improve 
library service in both communities. 

. Ideally any new proposal should include plans for cooperation beyond 
the use of one stafAperson, e.g., joint training programs; joint use of 
facilities; joint i^estource sharing- or other such programs. Such plans 
will ultimately" ijesui^t in moving toward, the major objective of improving 
public library service in Illinois through development, of larger units of 
service, • . 

2. Have effective criteria for evaluation been established by the libraries 
now participating? > ^ 

In review^fi all the proposals, one discovers quite a variance among 
the plans foijjiivaluation. Each project included monthly statistical reportin 
for the libraries and quarterly statistical and narrative reports for the 
libraries, systems and the State Library with the fourth qii^^rterly -report ' 
serving as the annual report, this amount of reporting was established in 
the guidelines. - v. y 

Beyond this there is^ variation in the descriptioii' of . the procedures to 
be followed in developing the reports. In all , .the Shared Staffer is res- 
ponsible' for the mohtljly report| but blsyond that, depending upon the pro- 
posal^ there may be in-put at different times by the librarians, library 
staff, system liaison, library board' and/or library psers in the quarterly 
and annual reports, - ' 

In some, evaluation of the staffer's performance, using regular personnel 
performance measures, is proposed as the maj.or evaluation technique. In^ 
others, , very careful questions have been designed to re'gister and measu/e' 



changes occuring as a result of the program. 

When the program was'^announceid prigiiiaHy, the expectation was that the 
State Library would provide uniform reporting^arid evaluation forms and 
procedures. As this has not yet been done, the questidn of what and how 
the State Library wanted reports and evaluations prepared has been a question, 
for each program to tackle individually. It has -'resulted in much duplication 
of effort and probably wasted time, ' ^ ^ . ' 



O 
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Personnel in the programs have requested that the State Library assist' 
them by T?rovixiing more guidance on evaluation. It seems that approaching 
this matter with the assistance of the systems and ^h'e librarians -and devel-. 
oping uniform guidelines and procedures would be a most helpful addition **to 
\fie present programs' and any future ones( wMch may be^funded. f 

As evaluation is ordinarily closely tiied to measureable object:^ves., ^ 
several of rh« libraries may wish to' review their obiectiVes as well as theii 
evaluation crxfceria and techniques in order to more easily carry out iheir 
reporting and evaluation responsibilities. A useful "approach would bet^to 
prioritize the objectives and determine the logical time when , th^y ^could 
be met--in the first, second or third year of the project^ Evaluation is' 
the most difficult element ifi any program so whatever i"^ designed"* and tried 
out in the projects will prove very useful to the libraries in Illinois and 
to the library profession at large. 

■ V V ^ ' • 

3. Will it be possible to separate those libraries which meet- the program 
criteria from those which "do not? . • ' ' . ^ 

In relation to the present funded programs, it will ])e possible to review 
each program at the end of' each yeaf^f ot)eration and to determine how well 
it. is meeting the program criteria but in order to do so, the specific 
procedures to be used must be set up by the State Library and reviewed with 
the systems and libraries. At this time, no such review is included in the 
guide-lines so it might be difficult to injltiate it.' However, for future 
projects such a review could be added to the State Library's responsibilities 
if it seemed necessary. 

4^. Should the basic program be continued as it is or should changes in 
objectives and guidelines be made? \ 

From the program personnel and the system there is -strong support of 
the basic* concept of the shared staffing proifram and ttot it' shcmld be 
continued ^s a portion of the State Library Jianpower Development Pifogram. 
There ^re suggestions for phange and amplification of the guidelines but 
basically the objectives are sound and manageable with only one minor 
change indicated. That change is in objective one and consideration of . ' 
the addition of the following words to it mav be H/^ci-rafiipi- ^ 
or -where the need for additional professional staff has been 
established but can be met only through cooper.itiv<i shared staffing. 

Suggestions for changes in the /^[uidelines will be iivUc^^^d under 
recommendations. . .. 



3. SUMMARY OF QUESTIONNAIRES 
SHARED S^TAFFING PROGRAMS 

.■■ ■ ■ ■ ' . " • ^ ' ' ■ 

"Whether you are the librarian, shared staffer, system liaison or trustee, 
please respond to the questions which you can answeT'.>at this time. The Shared 
Staffing Programs are in different stages/*of devoroF(ment so respond to those 
topics which are applicable." (Letter mailed with questionnaire 10/26/77. See • 
Appendix F.) / . 

The Questionnaire on the Shared Staffing Progi:am was mailed in October 
to fifteenX libraries and three system headquarters (DuPage, Shawnee, Suburban) 
andj^replies received from all the persons presently involved in the program. 
In October two programs were in their third year, two in their first year, two 
about to begin and one still seeking a librarian to fill the shareH jstaffing 
position. 

'/ ' • . ' ■ 

The Mbrarians' replies, influenced by length of involvement in ^he projects, 
provided ca^^ully considered a.n<swers and shared their personal and professional 
reactions tjo what had been happening since they became involved in' the program, 
initiated 1^ the State Library, in" 1975'. . ^ ' ' - 

» Besides describing the process of developing ^their proposals, they mad^ 
suggestions for changes in the guidelines which lihey felt would make it easier 
for o,thers to design project proposals, (if the program continues, and described 
''the difficulties thiey weij^ experiencing^^n carrying out the Evaluation procedures. 

They were almost unanimous ifn their positive responses to the question 
whether the Shared Sta:l;fing Program should be continued as part of the State 
•Library Manpower Development Program and gave very strong. support to its con- 
tinuation. 

I . V Proposal " development 

It was quite evident that the development of^^^iq^ proposals and the carrying 
put of the pfojects( differ in each system. Whatever f^hilosophy and operating 
procedures *have bee\i established between tfie local liberies and the system 
headquarters naturally were applied in developing the Shared Staffing Projects. 
Involvement of the system liaison in the program varied fio:^ very close contact 
in the day-to-day operation to what will probably'be contact only when a problem 
arises or an interpretation of guidelines is needed. Continuing advisory and 
consultant responsibilities from the. system and the State Library in the first 
projects' undoubtedly added an element of strength which should^be considered 
carefully by 1:he others. During the projects the system li^aison should serve 
as the link or the channel for communication between the participating libraries 
an4>t-he State Library. ' . \^ 

The involvement of the S^te I^ibrary Consultant va^-ied also* from attendance 
to several planriing meetings,, board meetings, and disctTssion of the proppsals 
before submission to the State Library to consultation by telephone on ly^ when 
needed. ^ ^ ' { \ 



/jLenglh of time spent on the development of . the proposals varied from about 
a month to a year. Nfuch of the time- wAs spent, of colirse, in clarifying roles 
and responsibilities of tlje participating libraries and coming to-agreemeht on 
practical aspects such as schedules, salaries, fringe benefits, and job descrip- 
tions and relating them to library standards and local and system policies. In 
^all cases the trustees were involved from the beginning of the discussions to 
^ the piffic4.al signing of the project proposals before they were ^nt to the State 
Library. - . . . 



The guidelines as prepared b>: the State Library for the Shared Staffing Pro- 
gram (see Appendix B) )Hfere catefully prepared and used in all projects ds th^ 
basis for decision making. The four broad objectives as- stated were given 
mindir attention in the proposals i)ut offered a sound long-term rationale in the 
program. 




The second portion of the guidelines is. deTvbted to the "mechanism" of the 
program and required much discussion and ^prfstant interpretation from the State 
Library j!^The»^our parts were: (1) gen^lfal points applicable to ail partici- 
pfi©ts (23 system^esponsibilities ^3^/library respopsibilit (4") financial 

support. y ) 

The Shared Staffing Program was deliberately designed to be a flexibly 
administeried program w4^th the State Library actively involved in a consultant 
and advisory role , in order to provide the needed initial and^on-going conta^ct 
'With each project. In the first three projects this advisory and consultant 
role Wa^ carried out as planned butVin -$lie s^acceedihg projects, there was much 
less involvement of the State Library consultant and the proposal needed more 
re-designing and revision as a result. ^ 

N ■ ' ■ ' . • 

Most of the questions ^ich arose during the writing the proposals were 
because of thfe lack of specificN^tafements in the guidelines related to the ^State 
Library's role except for the financial responsibility ahd the state, responsibility 
to receive its qua^erly and annual reports from the projects. j 

Whatever policy and procedural requirements the State Library has established 
for the projects^ they should be outlined specifically in the guidelines. Ail 
participants would agree that such an addition would be ex,tremely useful. InJ ' 
other words there should be a section^, outlining the State Library's role and 
responsibilities. / ^ < ^ 

II, Implementing the projects - . 1^ 

' . . ■ . * ■ ^ ■ ' 

Similar procedures were employe;^ by all the libraries in recruiting and 
selecting the "shared' staffers." Using system' newsletters, the State Library 
newspaper advertisements, contacting the library education programs, interviewing 
at ILA and using word-of-moUth communication were the standard procedures 
followed. 

However, orientation and in-service training varied considerably from pro- ^ 
ject to project. Each shared staffer face^d the same situation of becoming ' 
ramiliar iipediately vith the operations, policies, procedures and Regulations . 
of e^ach library well as leamirfg about the library and the project's re- 
lationship ,to the system and the State Library. This orientation i^one of 



the most demanding requirements for a recent graduate ajid beginning professional^ 
librarian. * The orientations and the inseTvice, training ifiust be planned-very . 
thoughtfully and carefully. A suggestion has been made that in each project 
consideration be^ given to having^^me shared staffer ^end the first week of * 
the program ini one library learning as much as possible aboUt^it and then 
spending the second week in the other library_going through the same procedures. 
In the third week, the regular schedii^ would be put into operation, " 

V ' ' ' ^ J ' . ' \ 

Learning to work with the staff members of both libraries requires, f earl " 
sen^U ^i^j^y inter-personal relations and to t{ie importance of integrating 
the proje^^fc^^to. the on-gplng program of the libraries. ^ In order to accom- . " , 
plish this objective, an in-service training program involving all staff>inembers 
should be instituted very soon'^fter the project begins. Having the shared 
staffer responsible for planning the activity in cooperation with the librarians 
and the system liaison would immediately show the advantage of having ^a.new 
staff member and the project itself. ; * > 

Using the project to lead to other cooperative efforts between the Jibrary 
staffs of the participating libraries will result in the growing acceptance of 
the importance and effectiveness of library cooperation in .improvincUibrary 
service for the citizens in their* communities . 

. ■ ' ■ ■ ■ t ■ ■ ' ■ . ' ■ . • • ^ ' V • ' . - ' 

III. Evaluation . : , . - 



In the guidelines the requirement was made ^hat- monthly Statistical re- 
porting be done by the shared 'staffer to" the libraries and that quarterly ^ 
narrative reports incorporating the statistics be made to tlie systems and to 
the State Library and that the fourth quarterly report be the annual report. 
Such reporting procedures were incorp^orated in all proiects. ^ / *^ 

There was an expectation that the State Lib:pary would prox^iji^e^unifornf^^ 
reporting form^ i?|Qr the projects. When they were not made available, each\ 
project ^taff d^eloped its own procedures and formats and spent a great deal 
of time doing sd because qf an uncertainty as to tke State Lilvriry's specific 
desires. * / V ^ 'If 



""Mention was also made of an omis^sion in the ^section related to the system's 
role and responsibilities. No requirement was 'included that the system report 
regulaiily to the State Library on the projects under its jurisdiction. Adding 
such an item would make the reporting more uniform and complete. ^ 

In the project proposal sV^f he plan for evaluation beyond the required^ 
reporting varied fi»om a few sentences indicating that the evaluation would ±)e 
of the personal job pe^^formanQjs of the^ shared starter rather than of the^ pro- 
ject itself, to catefuLTyN^utl ine^^ questions ^ t^ be answered in terms of ^chajiges 
'in library service attriKutal&T^^o the project. ' . 

As m many similar programs, evaluation- of results >will be/difficult 
because of the lack^f base line data collected at the beginning of the pro- 
jects and lack of statements of measurable obi ective? which could be examined 
at the eijd jbf. each-year in regular intervals such as the end of each year of\ 
the projec't . * ' 
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Anxiety about- the onrgoii^g -and' final evaulation of the projects 'must be \ 
recognized by the State Library *and more assistamce provided to all projects^-., 
on this aspect 'of the program. < . H ^ ' - 

Recognition of. the problem as experienced by several persons responding 
to , the questionriaire, and a cooperative effort to assist the iifii'arians in 
so'^-l'Ving the problem could be one of the most valuably outcome^of the. Shared 
Staffing Program.. i - - ^ ' * . ' 



IV. Continuation, of the project 



In respgnding to the. question ►about the continuatiqn of the Shared Staffing 
Program, only one librarian questioned 'the feasibility of expecting a beginning- 
f)rofessional librarian to be able to cope with the demands, of the position with 
its double -set^f procedures plus the responsibility of reporting to two admin- 
istrators. Idmi^sis a realistic comment and must be considered seriously. .On 
the other han^. .the rest of the respondents were vejry supportive of the concept 
an^ of the potential of^the seven funded programs to^ accomplish the objectives 
up for them. ' _ \ s ' - 

^ ' Typical comments on continuat^ion of the"'Shared St^fing" Program included 
the following; » 

• ^ ^ , 

'•' ^,1. ^^One of the best program for heJping small libraries to continue 
work toward meeting minimum standards." ^ ' . 

2. "Idea IS excelIent--one hope of giving professional service 

to ^he majority of people In Illinois." * ^ ^ 

f ..■ ' 

3. "Continue! 'Gpntinue! Continue the Shared Staffing Projects. /I 

I would apply again if I could -find the time and if I did not mind 
f being . 'piggy about a good th;ing. Both-the Board and I feel this 

■ . . r • ■ " . ■ 

4. j^l think this in one of the be^ program extant Im^ng the SL 
^^anpower Development Programs." ■■ . 

♦ ' ■ ■•• V, 

5. "Committed to continuation." 

o. "Apparently a worthwhile project for a few libraries in the, 
state that can work well together and are geograj)hically 
close and culturally siaRTilar." ■ ^ 




- 4. RECOMMENDATIONS ON THE SHARED STAFFING PROGRAM 
* N* 

As the result .of reviewing the original proposals of the seven SJjk^tfed, Staff ing 
ojects, the dat^ available from the libraries, 'the^ systems and tJj^State Library, 
it is clearly^ established that 1:he Shared Staffing Program is a s(xind .pe2:sonnel 
program. carefully designed to meet certain professional manpower needs of a 
designated 'segraen^t^^ public libraries in Illinois, \^ ^ 

Based on, the study of the available data, it is recomme^ed^: 

(1) That th^e Shared Staffing Program be continued as a c6mponent of* • r 
1 the Library Manpower Development Program of the' Illinois^ State • . 

* * Library, but that certain revisions be considered for changing 
the objectives and the project guidelines, 

, ;.■ . . ' . ' 

(2) That the Shared Staffing^ Program' be included in the State Plin 
for at. least three more ye^rs (1978-81) with a maximum of five 

■ ' * programs being funded each\year, ^ ^ ^ 

(3) ' That the funding for the Program be continued at the same level 

and ratio of financial support for each project, . . ^ 



(4) . That the State Library encourage e^ch system, unless it has done 

so since 1975, to study the professional personnel needs of its 
libraries serving 25,000 population or les^ with the first group 
to be studied those libraries serving ' 5, Ool)- 12, 000 and to rep^ort 
those needs to the State^^^ibrary in order to develop a co-or- 
dinated approach to meeting prpfessionaL'^needs especially in 
relation to the Shared Staffing Program, 

(5) That the Shared Staffing Program be related to the^Project Plus 
Program wherever feasible. 

(6) ' That the State .Library Advisory Committee review for clarifi- 



cation tho^ balfc assumptions on which the 'Shared Staff ing Program 
was developed and re-affirm or /revise<them. 

' ' ) , ? . ' " 

A, BASIC .CONCERNS AND RELATED QUESTIONS 

In the original thinking and discussion about the Shared Sjtaffine Program, 
particular concern was directed to those public libraries in the stat^serving 
populations between 5,000 and 10,000. The focus was on those libraries with- 
out professional staff and whose further development would be influenced 
decidedly by having better professional leadership and by the growth of larger 
units of service; It w#s expected that the program would appeal to libraries 
with budgets inadequate at the present time to hire a full time professional 
-straff^member-but-would hopefully be adequate ta-f-i41 a part— ti^ne -professional — 
position at least by the'end of the -three year demonstration, ^ 

Questions : 

r- ' - V 

1. What population basis requires the hiring of a professional librarian? 
5.000; .8,000; 10,000; 12,000?- 
/ 

. --12- i V 



52 
':i 

.i 

.2.. *What economic resources will assure adequate funding at the endjof 
\ three years? \ f 

37\ Should the program continue as^a three year prpgrani? or ^in somei cases'^ 
wou'ld a two year demonstration -meet *the objectives?' j 

. < . ^ ■ ; ■ ■ -- ; , =^ 

^ . 4. Should patterns of ^cooperation between geographically close libraries 
but not mei^ting the 5, 000-10,000 population figu5'e; be encouraged? 

5. -Should , a maximum-size population served be established as acceptable 
' to the program? - ^ 

It wasyf felt that the program could provide young. ^professions graduates with 
leadership and li^r^y administrative experience. Because the expectation Was 
that there would not be professional supervision for the shared staffer at the 
local library level,' it was.assumed that the system would play an important 
role 'in ;helping with the orientation arid development .of" the professional com- 
petence of the shared staffer and would entourage the person ^to attend appro- 
priate training programs within and outside^ the system. In fact funding was 
include to .cover costs of such activities as professional staff deyelopment. ^ ' 
Other prerequisites for. professionals were recommended for Incli-tsion in the . * 
pi^jf such as a four weeks vacation period. Designation of k st^f liaison person 
toj. work closely with the program and the staff member in^^a: consultant ahd ad- » 
visory capacity was strongly recommended as well as serving as the link between 
the local libraries and the State Library. 

' Question^ : " . ^ ^ 

1. Shall the program be used to introduce fiigher personnel standards 
than the librkry may have for its present staff? a moye toward 
meeting the personnel standards in Measures for Quality? 

2. If there is professional staff 'in the libraries, does that change 
the consultant and advisory responsibilities of the system liaisoT> 
in the project? - 

In the original framework providec^ for. the Program, the State Library Man- 
power consultant was to be closely .involved in the development proposals and 
vthe on-going operations of the program in order to . help the libraries and the 
systems work within the guidelines' which had been deliberately designed so 
libraries could develop flexible programs to meet their specific needs. 

The element of the^rogram which makes it especially important to manpovj/ef / 
ulevelopment in the state is t^fe coinmittment by the libraries and' the library / 
boards that the position sh^J-^^^be developed ks a professional library .'^posi^i^on / 
with recognition of the importance .of attempting to meet the personnel stSMards 
in Measures for Quality. * ► - ^ / 



In other wptd^:, the program was not planned as' a means for proyiding //; 
additional personnel in any public library nor to fund positions in a hoicking 
pattern in libraries which had little expectation of assuming the funding Qf 
the position at the end of the proj'ect. . . y \ iz 



I 
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Questions 




r" 1^ How shall the role of the State Library be spelled out to ensure 
^, -sav.' maximuin^dvisoTy involvement in planning the projects and during 
the demons tra^ons?^ 

, What furj:her evidence of committment to continuation of th,e pro- 
fessional position might be made available by the libraries in 
the project applications? , • 



V 



/ 



/ 
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- B. SUGGESTIONS FOR CHANGES JO BE CONSIDERED FOR THE GUIDELINES ^ ' 

. ; ./ • (See Appendix B) . , 

Th^ guidelines h^ye been set up to include: (ly Objectives (II) Mechanism 
of Pro-ams (HI) Tablq of Suggested Costs for the Libraries and S^i^s terns (IV) 
Priorities': Selection of Personnel Grant Requests (V) Estimstte of .Costs : ^ ISL; ^ 
System^ Libraries. . ^ 



Objectives ■] * ^ . 

A. To improve -the quality of library service in cbimnunities ,now 
lunable to afford professional staff. ^ . ■ 

1 IT , , . ■ • • - u ■ • ; 

" ' \ ■ - ' ' ' ' ' ' ' V T' . 

Comments : Several of the projects now include liljraxies which 
already have at least one professional staff member so the ob- 
* jective as .stated has not been followed. Howeveirp-th^- improve- 
ment in library service in each of the participating libraries' 
because o^the addition of a, part time professional librarian 
'can be measured and evaluated. To assure that similar evaluation 
procedures^be followed in each project, the State Library and th^. 

in the development of more 



system liaisons ne^d to cooperate in the 
\^ adequate evaluation tools and prociedures. 



- In view of the needs for professional library personnel 
which have been established by the libraries and that are being 
^^-^ ' met through the shared staffing program, the wording of | the 

^ objective should be expanded to make more .libraries eligible 

" ^ . for project grants. 




Recommendation : To improve the quality of library ser\ 
■in communities now unable to afford professional staff or 
where the need for additional professional staff has been 
established but can be met only through cooperative shared ^ 
staffing . 

■ y ' - ■ ^ : ■ ■ ' ' 

B.^ To assist libraries in the process of meeting minimum standards 

by offering incentives through special personnel grants. 

\ ^ Comments : In reviewing the project proposals' clearly stated 

''^ \ evidence; of the specific and unique needs for .improvement of 

^4 library' service in each community is given. ^ In almost all the 

libraries, the impetus provided by having funds available for 
hiring a part time professional staff member is making it ' * 
possible for them to move positively toward meeting minimum ' 
^ personnel, standarc^s . They are reviewing personnel policies 

' in such afeas^ as: 'tfie requirement for budgeting staff develop-. 

^- — i ment funds ,^ reviewing -vacation~allowances,^ and , sa.lar_y JLavSls— 

L- . . and', fringe >benef its . There' will be measurable r'e&Ults in- the , : 

1 . ' libraries involved especially if the positions initiated by the 

I projects are combined on a permanent basis • 



Recoinmendatioiv; None 
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C. To establish a basis for cooperative effort with long range. \ 
potential '^r developing larger xinits of library service. 

V Comffients ; The results of Objective C will be lo^g range but 

the effect of:.the cumulative effort of cooperating to provide 
one t^e of library service /Will be thie first step toward 
develOTing workable day-to/^ey operational relationships and- . 
recognljzing that extensijsn of complete library service will 
' come only when library staff aijd boards have learned how to work- 
tdgether for. the benefit of all and within the ^ framework and 
support of tfjie Idbrary system.^ , ' ' 

^. ^ It is a^ost inevitiabie thit thp level of service related 

^ to the proji^ct area is going to be raised. What will be is ' 
^important Iphow will the project affect the rest of th^ lib- ' * 
rary's servic^^SN? In the cooperative reference project now in 
. ' its third year^r instancy, there is concrete evidence of the 
\ vDOsitive ef f eex in both ^libraries beyond reference and the 

nlrther benefit of ' looking ahe^d to additional areas of cooper- . 
' at ion similar to the ohp.in ppteration.^ * . 

/ ■ Reconineifdations : / ' ^ / " ' j 

1. That a more^ definite Telatlonship be established between 
the Shared Stafi^ng 'Ptojgram and the Project Plus Program 
where feasible in order to t^infoi^ce Objective C. 

2. 'That in the projept f)roposa^s the ^-libraries consider 

and include other .practical ways of Cooperating beyond 
the service to' be provided coo^ratively . . ' . 

D. to help me"*et objectives of the stat^^lon^ r^ge plan* 



■j Comments : The Shared Staffing Program is a -very positive effort 

' . to hfelp meet the long ^range gpal which is "to dnsure that li- 

braries have trained staff and informed governing boards who , 
are competent to carry out their functi'ons and who are sensitive ^ 
^ to community needs . " A . • , \ 

- • ■ ■ • •■' ' \ 

In every proiect proposal the librarian and the library \ 
board had 'established the needs of the cpmraunity which ^were .not. 
being met adequately and designed their proposals to insure that 
« the addition of'"a part time professional stal^ffer .would help 

them meet the recognized ne^. So though the percentage of^ 
libraries involved is very' small , their example- will show other 
, ^ libraries how "to go and do likewise" for the ultimate improve- 

ment of library sei^vice in Ilfinbis. ' 

II. Mdth^nism of Program 

^ A. General ,V f ^ 

Comments : The general parameters outlined^ in the guidelines 
are clearly stated and appear to need only minor change. 



Suggestion^; 
In (5) ^a( 

ation being given to personnel standards^n Measures fbr Quality. 



1. In (5) ^add the following words, "but w^/thJSpecial consider-, 

irds^n 
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2. In (SL) to .periodic review and revision add the words, **by 
the library , system liaison and the State Library Manpower 

( ConsuHant.*^ • ^ ' ^ / 

3. Add (6); The objectives included ^n' eacly project should^ ^ . 
^ be realistic and measurable and^ prioritized for^^the three 

years of the project, v ' - [ 'V 

• "-i . A ■ ' , ' ^ ^ - 

4. ^Add number (7): If the proja^ram is rfot n^eas^urable meeting 

the objecl!ives^set lip^in the accepted^roiect , proposal \y 
when reviewed. gtt the end of yeat one and two, there sljould 
be .establish^d'^^^ procedure for discontinuing^ funding . for 
the next year. ^ 

System Responsibilities 

Comments : Tfi"e system liaison role has been interpreted differ- 
ently by each system depending, the policies and relationships 
between systems and local libraries. Continuing supportive and 
cooperative participation by the system staff is essential . Sy$tem 
committment to o.verall understanding of the staff development 
^ aspect of the program is extremely important. ^ 

Suggestions : ^ \ 

1. (2) Expand .Stal^menjt to: Agree ^o ^Ip train appointee and 

^ assist appointee develop in-service programs for -the staffs \. 
■ .O'^, both libraries in the area of the shared staffing proj-ect. 

2. (5) Add: Act as the^ link between the local libraries and 
the State Library in interpretation of the guidelines and 
reporting to the Stat^ Lifc^aty annually, on each project. 

Librar>^jRersponsiDilit;ies * ,* ^ ^ 

^^C/\'V ■ - ' > ' . ' .. ';• 

Com^ent>: * The Sh Staffing Program is desigified to demonstgfite ^ 
the value of having professional library leadership and give the 
library three years to incorporate the half time or full time 
position into its budget. It provides a mechanism for cooperative " 
activity in one area of program and provides a basis and, example 
for planning other cooperatiye activities and programs betw^eri 
the libraries. It gives experience in working within the struc- 
•^ytural relationship to the system as a step toward the development 
\9f larger units, of 'service. . ^ ' 

Siiggestions : • .- i ^ 

1.(3}" Revise: Agree to help in the training of the appointee^ an^ 
proyide time and funds for 'attendance -at System and other traihmg 
programs as determined in preliminary agreement . / ' \ 

^2,(5) Add: Include plans for cooperation on a br^der base' than , 
jufet the 'use of one staff person, e.g., "j/^int training programs; 
joint use of facilities, join"^ resoupc^-^haring or other such 
programs; more effective methociS^^trfCstaff" utilization. . . . 



D. '"st^e 'liferary Responsibilities (Insert as a new it^m)' 

Comments ; The Shared Staffing Program was deliberately designed . 
to be a flexibly adminisl^ered program so the State Library Man- 
' , power Consultant was to be involved closely in the- development 
of each propasal and to serve as ah> advisory .consultant during- 
T the demonstration projects ' ^ • 

•• ^ ■ ^. ^ ' ' ' ' ^ ^ ■ ■■• •■ ■ • 

Suggestions : ' . \ - . . ' ^ ^ - 

^ [\.. Work with the libraries and sysvtems in the deveiopmenf of 

j the ^oject proposals by clarifying the guidelines and'-to r ' / 

^ " Continue to serve as an advisory consultant ^to ^each funded 

proj.ect during its continuation', ' \ . 7 

'2.,^Receive quarterly and annual reports from each Shared Staffing 
• ^ Project and respond te^ them with suggestions. ^ ' 

3. Provide reparting and -evaluation, forms and procedures to* be 
used by eachWoject .^^"^ ^ 

4. Provide a statement' of the /state library's basic decisionsV 
-on projects and standartis which, apply to the Shared Staffing 

^ . Program. , fv/\ 

E. 'V (formerly D) Financial Support ^ ' 

a Comment: no changes ^suggested. ^ ' . 

Tab 1% of Suggested Costs - 

no comments or suggestions , ^ ^ ■ ^ 

Priorities:; Selection of personnel grant requests 

A. Suggested' ranking (no changes.) ' ' ' . 

B; Other considerations 

1. No change , V \ . . . • ' 

2, No 'more than five grants aily one project year. 

' . 3. Appointee on system staff and payroll first two years'.or most 
feasible arrangement for.yall conc6mfed. 

Estimate of Costs --.no changes 



5. 'APPENDIXES ' J' ' 

;r^pp^ndi;?c A VSh^recJ Staffing Program Policy. *Review Abstract 
• / ■ V/ . . • , ' . • ^ 

. B - Shared Staffing Guidelines . ' • 

' ' . ^ ^ ' ■ . . ' . ' ^ 

C - "Project Abstract^ * ^ 

D - Illinois Public Libraries by P.opulation Sealed 

E - Status of ApproVjed/Active Shared Staffing Programs 

F - Letter and Questionnaire . ; 

■ G. Preliminary Summary of Program. Policy Review of 
Shared^ Staff ing Program • 




"V ' ILLINOIS STATE-^LIiJWRY 



* " SHAR^ STAGING PROGRAM POLIC^.REVIEW 



^" ' . ABSTRACT'' ' 



\ At /its June nleetihg the IHinpis State Libral-y Advisory 'Comfnit tee 
i J* I ' •* ■ * ^ . • , . ' ^ 

\ ■ ' ' ' V . 

requested a program review of ^ the Shared Staffing Program and new 

' guidelines for "^^j^ program, ro accomplish a conjplete review the 

.servxfiCs :of tliss Muriel L. Fuller^of the' University of Wisconsin 

\ 4 ■ . ■ ■ , • • \. ■ . . ^ ^ 

* ^ 'are to be utilized to provide a report and recommendations on the ^ . 
two^phases of study required for a com>;J(et^ reply . ihey will 
include:' Phiase I: The presently operating programs and their 
evaluation with recommendations:'^ Phase II, suggested modifications 



and recommendations for similar/deferent programs to balance the 
.needs of libraries serving populations of under ten thousand, which 
represent over seventy percent of the libraries in the state. . 

In examining the-^lattfer group, factors such as education, apf>¥opriate 
funding, alternate programs will- be considered. The second report 



on Phase II, 'will also incorporate integrated aspects of Phase I, 
in a ^^^^^ coordinated report for a total program. The projected 
cost of the program would be $6086.00. 



\ MANi'OWER POSITION PAPER - #1 
SHARED STAFFING*: , GUIDELINES 



-OBJECTIVES 



erv^ce i: 



A. ;To imp^^ove the qualityof library service in communities now 
unable to afford -professional staff; 

R. To assist libraries in the process of meeting minimun; standards 
" 'i>y offering incentive through special personnel grants; ^ ^ 

'J C. Tq^ establish a basis for cooperal&ive ^iffortf with ^ong/r^arige ^ 
potential for developing larger units of Library '^er^yice; . 

^D. To help meet obj ©dtives- of the Stq^ Long' Range Pli^-ii^ , . 

MECHANISM OF^ PROGRAM: ' ^ / /■ 



General : 
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1. The Illinipis State Library and the appropriate system and ' 
the lib^E^aries involved will allocate funds to the support 
of new professional positions. * ' " 

2. These positions Will be supported^ on a descending' scale 
by the Illinois State Library. /The combined system - 

. library share will increase atfthe same ti^ie. The precise - 
break4own;of the system - library' share wil'l determined 
by the agencies concerned. The final responsibility for 
financial support y^ill rest with the library, unless 
position is permanently shared with system and library, or 
libraries. /(For percents see Financial Support , 3.) 

. 3. "Appointees must haife a professional degree from an accred- 
- ited *^ibrary school as a minimum, and other experience 
and background as required by participating agencies. 
These qualifications should meet system and local s.tandards 
, . for salary; benefits; vacations and . training. 

'4. The area served by the professional must be large enough 

for continuing fiscal support on a permanent basis; should 
have a minimum^population of .5,000; and tKe full support 
of the syst,em and library boards as confirmed in *a written 
agreement . > . ^ 

5. /The appointee should be able to report to a representative 
of each library and a system liaison person. Schedulje, 
duties and program should be clearly defined in advance, 
and subject to periodic review and revision. 

B. System Responsibilities : ' 

■' .The system, in c^^operation with the Illinois State -Library would 

• 1. Concur-in the level of training, experience, required; work 



, With library repres'enl|atives on salary; training oppcf^- 
yc^unities; benefits; and program plan for each of the 
/ l)ibrarfes^participa(ting; ^ 

2. ' Agree to help train appointee; \" 



3. Work with libraries in developing schedules oth^ 
administrative details and in developiitg^ ioimt agi/ee- 
ment on percentage of costs to b.^^^^rn by each 'organi:?a- 

: ti?Qn; ^ ' * , ' 

4. Act as||^the agency for ' dispersaTp'^ funds and for 
*^ reconciliation of tron^lict^/ in .administratiqn. 



^ Library Resj>onsibilif ies : 
Each of the participating libraries woxild: 
1. 



2. 



Provide 'partial, support for threes years in conjunction \^ 
with the system, and then maintain an agreed upon minimum' 
support until or if full support of the* position would 
be possible; . . ^ 

Sl^are these benefit and salary ^costs as participants in 
the program with the system and/other' library/libraries; 

Agree to help, train appointee by support for attendance 
at system and other training programs as determined in 
preliminary agreement; 



4. 



Find replacement for -the position if the original appointee 
should leave.' ^ ; , ' 

Financial Support : ^ , 

\^ Salaries must be competitive with system and area salaries; 

2. System a^TLbrary^ (i^s)'will determine what percentage of 
salary, Menefit^ and iacreases each' will bear; * 



9 



3. Overa]|l ratios are: 

Illinois State Library 
60% (sixty percent) - - 



1st: 
2nd: 
3rd: 
4th: 



50% (fi^y percent) 

^ - / 

25% (twenty- five ") 

0% (no-s.uppoK^) ■ 



System 5 Libraries 
40% (forty percent) 
5c/% (fifty percent) 
75% (seventy-five 
100% (total support) 



J. 
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d Costs for the Libraries and System : 
0,000 for the position): ~ ^ 



(ba^sed 



IV. ^i-erities: Selection, of personnel grant reque^^ts : 



0. 



' A. . Suggested ranking : ^ ' , 
1. "Rural libraries ' ^ ' * 
2 Rural-ur.ban/suburban libraries' 
. 3. Municipal librar-i^s^ . . ^ 
B. Other Considerations: ; 



7 : 



1. No more than^one annual grant in an)& system area, 
unless no other requests received; 

.2. No more than six grants for the first project 

. year; ^ ' . ' , • /' ' 

. . ' " , ■ . ■ . • ■ :•. V. •• 

3/ Appointee on system'^ staff and payroll first two / . 

years; ^assignment to library at erid^of second , ' / 

year. " 

Estimate of Cosfs : ISL; Systems; Libraries7 "^<Using Base Salary 
of $10,000 and showing opti6ns for two and three-library participation 



programs) 



A 



M.D. Quint 
2121 II ^ 




:, ^ -v ■ - - . 

. . ^ BATAVIA, GENEVA AND- ST. 1&HARLES ' . ' . 

\.. ^ - • SHARED STAFFING PROJECT 

TRI-CITY HOMEBOUND SERVICE k'. - ^ \, X 

ABSTRACT - ^ ^ . 

/ . la Xf . ^ ^. . ' 

This proposal is fou a shared staffing grant to furnish library servipe to ^ 
» those handicapped people who cannot use the ilibrary in\a normal, fashion. ^The- 
^populatiort served by th«^ three township libraries , ^^tavia^'vGeneva',^and St.^ ^ 
"Charles, -w^ll be part^ipants in the'.project . It isMi^-possible, i4nd^r . 
existihg circumstances of limited' funding and separate \taf^^ furnish 
iil-Jeptb service to those people-. who are: either 'tempo^^ily or permanently^" 
■hanaicapp^d. A cooperative endeavqiT with supplementary ^-fUnding^^wou^ ,b ^ 
*benefacp.al' tQ^ the three communities ^and would s'ery^.^^-^ -^^^^^^' inodel. fbt 
/.future programs. i6> ^ . / ' ! ' , < - ^ . . 



DuPa^ge Library .Sy3tfem % * 
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POPLAR CREEK AND ROSS LLE^ ^LIBRARY -DISTRICTS 
^' SHARED STAFFING ^ PROJECT 
COOPERATIVE REFERENCE SERVICE 

^ ) ^ABSTRACT 



These two adjacent libraries are serving rapidly . growing, communities with t 
increasingly sophisticated information needs. Financial constraints pre- ^. 
elude the separate operatioii of specialized, -in-depth, ready, reference. . 
departments. This project would provide, through gradually descending . • . * 
Illinois State^ Library and DuPage' Libral^y System funding and ^on-going ad- 
ministrative support, a professional reference \ibrarian' to coordinate the : - 
staffs, resources, and programs of* the two libraries. Benefits inclu.de ^' 
greatly improved reference. service, effective complementary subject develop- 
ment and use of materials, a more .sophisticated ''use of the Di^age Library , - 
System Reference and Interlibrary L^r^n ''Department , arid a model for local 
shaYed library services , .The reference librarian ^^{ild alsp expand the-/ • 
libraries* public relations programs and community coiitacts- ' .= ^ 

•; ^ • ' ■ , ■ ^ ■ ' 

' ' ' ^ ' ^ DuPage Library System 



1975 



DLS „ , • ^ ; ^ • \.^- • ^ ' . / 
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BERKELEY AND ELMHURST • 
. V SHARED STAFFING PROJECT 

ADMIN ISTRAtlON/ADMINI STRATI VE SERVICES 

'ABSTRACT " • . \ ^ 

Berkeley, a village library serving approximately 6,500 people, would likS 
to employ a professional librarian as its administrator. Even if this board 
could hire^ja fu;i-tim§^ librarian, the budget would 'limit them to a ''beginner*' 
whom they would prebab'ly have difficulty* retaining over two or three years. 
Elmhurst, a city library serving about 50,000 people, has the need of admin-^ 
istritive assistance within the librarian's office. ^ ^ 

Both library boards, have agreed to try sharing a libraria^n -- a head, librarian 
for Berkeley, an administrative assistant for Elmhur.st. The project would 
begin on a 50/5b basis, but will be reviewed year by year by' bolih libraries. 
Because Elmhurst Library has establdLshed policies governing ^full-time pro- 
fessional librarians, the project librarian , Would ' be pl^ed on Elmhurst 's , , 
payroll. This project would enable Berkeley 4:6 hite someone with prior 
library experience and would provide the Elmhurst librarian with professional 
help. The project librarian would receive a broad 'range of experience with a 
|eavy cpncentratio^ in administrative problems,- truly a position with infinite 

variety! ^ * . 

■ /' Suburban. Library System 

V' " BRIDGEVIEW AND SOUTH STICKNEY ... ' 

" : . SHARED STAFFING /PROJECT ■ : ■ .: 

, INFORMATION SERVICES 



• , - • ABSTRACT. '] 

» 

These two adjacent libraries feel a strong need for leadership and expertise 
in the area of, information services. Neither can afford afullrtime highly 
experienced public librarian who can devote the entire^ workday to developing 
and coordinating information service for their library. \To share such a 
position seems Rropitiou^fc^ this time. Both libraries* have staff members 
now assigned to inf6rmat|^services who would welcome such a coordinator. 
This cooperative end.eavor with supplementary funding would b^^^^^tly bene- 
ficial to these two libraries located in Bridgeview and Burbank, IlJinois, 
and would indirectly ' benefit'^their ''publics'*. 

" Suburb^an Library py stem 

^ LA GRANGE AND LA GRANGE PARK 
SHARED STAFFING PROJECT 
• ' CHILDREN'S SERVICES . ' 

<* ...... 

* \ ABSTRACT 

Thes^e two adjacent libraries serving "twin'' villages each have the need^ 
for a half-time child:ren's librarian t- one to initiate children's services, 
the bther to bolster its present children's progran^ Not only would this 
project! enable.each library to have a profefssibnal librarian with previous 
children's experience fill the immediate need but it would also\offer the ^ 
opportunity to coordinate the child^en/s program between both odtlets, an . 
expressed desire of toth li,brary boards . This cooperative endeavor wifh 
supplementary funding would be directly beneficial to these t^o; communities 
and^ could possibly serve as a useful model for future programs. / 

: : "^^"9^ Suburban^ Library Service 



SAUK VILLAGE AND STECER/ SOUTH CHICAGO HEIGHTS 

SHARED STAFi^ING PROJECJ ' ' 
CHILDREN'S SERVICES 

ABSTRACT ' ^ 

These two library districts find themselves in •J:he position of receiving 
less income in their upcoming fiscal year than they received in their pre- 
sent fiscal year. Sauk Village, a library district established in 1972, 
will come to the end of a two-year CETA grant June 30, 1977; Steger-South 
Chicago Heights, a pfoject PLUS library established by referendum in 1975 ' 
will come to the end of the System's contribution to the PLUS library 
June 30, 1977." (Both of the libraries are presently receiving equaHzation 
aid and both are taxing at their maximum.) - 

'Because of the supplementary incomes received at present, both librari^es 
presently employ professional librarians as their head librarians as^well''* 
as professional assistant librarians. As of July 1, neither will be able 
to continue the positions of assistant/children's librarian. For this reason 
both librarians and both' boards have agreed to request Shared Staffing funds 
to hire a children's librairian to serve both libraries. This project would 
offer the opportunity to coordinate the children's program between both out- 
lets. This cooperative endeavor would be immediately beneficial to these 
two districts; it may also serve as a model for future shared programs such 
as reference, adult services, etc.,- between tjiese ^o districts which are 
physically separated at present^by a *two-mile strip^of unincorporated area. 

^ / Suburban Library System 

1977 



,CARBONDALE AND MARION ' ' 
SHARED STAFFING PROJECT .. 
COMMUNITY SERVICE/TECHNICAL SERVICE - 

^ ABSTRACT 

s ■ 

A shared staffing proposal to provide a half-time communrty services 
librarian fpr the Carbondale Public Library and a half-time' te.chnical 
services ^i/brarian for the Marion Carnegie Library. • 

. • . Shawnee Library System 

. ' V ' ' - 1977 
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ILLINOIS PUBLIC LIBRARIES- BY POPULATION SERVED 


• 






Public Library Systems 


■Libraries 


"Up to 
1,499 


r.soo- 

4.999 ■ 


5,000- 
9,999 


10,000- 
24,999 ■ 


25,000- ■ 
74.999 


Over 
75,000 


■ Total 


Bur Oak 


23 


1 




8 


4 


3 


r 


23. 


(ijiicago 


1 


, 0 




0 


0 


0 


.1 


1 


Cornbelt , : 


21 


. 6 


■ 12; 


'0 


. 'l" 


2 




21 


Cumberland Trails 


17,^ 


3 


\ 


8' ' 


2- 


0 

1 

. 6 




. 17 


'liuPage 


• 26 ■■ 


'2 


\ 

' 2 

1 ■. 


6' 


10, , 




26 ' 


Great River 


22 


9, 


i- 


, 1 


1 






22 , 


Illinois Valley ' 


34 . 


10 


!12 

i 






1 


1 

s' 


•34 


Kaskaskia 


. 18 ■ 


2 


,10, 


2 




2 




18 


Lewis and Clark 


30 


3 . 


17 


7 


1 


2 




30 


Lincoln Trail 
, i» 


47 


17 


22 


2 ' 


2 


4 




47 


North Suburban ' 


40" 


■ 1 


1 




14;, ■ 


20 


1 


40" 


Northern Illinois 


55 


11 


26 


5 


9 


3 


1 


. 55 


^River Bend 


21 


7 
4 


8 


3 


1 


, 2 ' 




• 21 


Rolling Prairie 
Bookmobile Stops ' 


30 ■ . 
12 , 


19 


2 


3 . 


0 


2 


30 
12 


Shawnee 


34 . ' 


''6 


16 


10 


1 


1 




34 


Starved Rock 


28 ■ 


10 


■ 9 


5 ' 


4 


0 




28 


Suburban 


74 . 


2' 


.4 


,16 


~ 32 


20 


• 


74 


Western Illinois 


27 


10 

j 


12 


2 


' '2 


1 




27 


,Ii)dependent Libraries 


' 7 ' 


<( 

1 


' , 1 




3 


2 , 




7 


Tot^l 


- 567 


105 


191 


83 




70 


7 


• 567 


Inftmtio^from:- • Illinois libraries, 


November, 


1976 ,1 
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ILLINOIS STATE LIBRARY ■ ' . 

, STATUS OF APPROVED ACTIV^SHARED STAFFING PROGRAMS 



DATE SYSTEMS AND LIBRARIES ' POPUUTP TYPE. OF ISL SYSJEl^} LOCAL FUNDING TAX STAFF 

. SERVED POSITION FUNDING, FiDING 1-3 yrs., 4th yr. RATE FTE 

197S (1) DuPage Library System : ' 

Poplar Creek Public Library Dist . 37,160 Reference $18,343 $3,829 $8,058 '$6,868 (.15) 11.2 
Librarian: Marlene Deuel Service ^ • , ■ 

Shared Staffer: Anders C. Dahlgren ■ ' ' 

System Liaison: Michael HcCaslin . ' 

Roselle Public Library District ,10,213 ; ' ' - .$8,058 $6,868 (.154)' ,5.2 

Librarian: Beverly Pekarek 

1975 (2) DuPage Library System 

Batavia Public Library District . 13,318 Outreach/ $20,249 $4^546 $6,883 $5,434 (.15) 5.1 
Librarian: Sarah J. Bast Homebound ' 

Shared Staffer: Susan" Glad Service'"^ 

System Liaison: Richard Shurman ' ' . ' < 

Geneva Public Library District 10,787' $6,883 $5,434 (.20) 9.2 

Librarian; Ruth 5. Nicholds ' { 

St. Charles Public Library (twp) 20,352 $6,883 $5,434 (.133) 11.7 

Librarian: Lois V. MilW ' . ' ' 

• (3) Shawnee Library System \\ 

Carbondale Public Library -, 26,857 Copunity $16,710 $3,498 $7,389 $6,292^, (.144) 8.2 
Librarian: Charles Perdue ', Information/ • , ' 

Shared Staffer: Judy Miller Technical , , 

. System Liaison: JamesA. Ubel , f Service ' ' 

^ Marion, Carnegie Library , lil76 $7,389 . $6,292 (.Oj 4.3 

Librarian: Ronald D. Reed . 

(4) Suburban Library System ' 

Berkeley Public Library , ■ 6,152, .Administra-$21.395 i|4,476, 49,443 $8,095 (.23) 2.8' 
Librarian/Shared Staffer: ^j" ^ ' tiqn \' • ' . 

to be appointed , ■ j \ ^ ' " 

System Liaison: Elizabeth Mueller ■ * ' . 

; Elmhurst Public Library . 48,887 . $9,443 $8,095 (.198) 29.3 

Librarian: _Lawrence Knudsen v.; ' 

.'■ V' ,(5). Suburban Library System, , , ^ , . • ■ \ ' 

., ^ . ■ : Bridgeyiete Public Ljj^rary , - .'^,i3,495 . Information $2p,,733y $4,348" ^ $9,194 ^7,847 (.10) 7.2 

Librarian: Joanne ,Wojeik'''l;'\'';^^ ^ i .^Service ' ' ' ,> , 
■ !\ ; ^^Sh,a?ed''§taifferV;ionnie.^^^^^ 



^1 

4 



m SYSTEMS AND LIBRARIES , POPULATION TYPE OF ISi . SYSTEM ;. M)CAL FUNDING ' TAX',^ 'STAFF 

. , SERVED POSITION ^FUNDING FUNDING . 1-3 yrs„. 4th yr. RATE." PTE 

(5) Continued . i • / 
South Stickney Public Librar/ .' 32,047 ' ' $9,194 $7,847 (.15). 8,4 
" District V- ■ / ■ " / ■■ ■ • 
Librarian: Eliza Bieti# ■ 4 , 

(6) Suburban Library System * , . . , ^ 
. LaGrange Public Library District 17,814 Children's $18,731 \ $3,934 $8,340 $7,219 (.229) '16.6 . 

Librarian: Stephen!, Mo^^ / Services ' , ' 



„ Shared Stater: Margaref Sfoss 
System. Liaison: Elizabeth Mueller 



. LaGrangePark Public Library Dist . 15.495 $8,340.^7,219- ' 

Librarian: Anne Dun'can 

■ ■ ■ ■ \. 

■ ■ ' * 

(7) Suburban Library System ' . ' , ' 

Sauk Village Pub l ic LibrajLD ist. /9,956 Children's $19,968 $4,191 $8,868- $7,602 (,1S) 1_ ^ 
: Librarian; ^Jack D. Hurwitz ' 'Services ' • ' ' / 

Shared .Staffer:' Gail Olson ... 
, System Liaison: fclizabeth Mueller . , > 

, Steger/SoutK Chicago Heights 14,208 ' " ■ , $8,868. $7,602 ' , 3.4 

Public Library District ' ^ v ' - 

Librarian: Phyllis Woodword , ' ' ' . 



I i 

to 



■) ... . :■. 

Illinois State Library 
Shar^^ Staffing Re\/iew Project / 

- ■ ■ . / ■ . > 



October 26, 1977 

( . 



I am writing to you in relation to the Illinois State Library 
Shared Staff IngL .Review Project for, two reasons. First, I want to think 
you very much for spending time wp.1^ Mary Quint and me so"" that I could 
get background information 'on your program. I^^preciated that and 
enjoyed the visit to your library, ' 

Second is a request that you take time to fill in the attached 
questionnaire and send it to me by November 7 wi 1 1 give me your 

own very valuable comments on the program so that we have- as complete 
a picture as possible as a basis for the report to the State j^ibrary 
Advisory Committee. The staff needs a preliminary report by November 
18 and the Committee by December 7. 

I have enclosed a stamped addressed, envelope for the return. 
Please be frank and "honest in . your reply and your suggestions on con- 
tinuation and/or change will'^be most , helpful • " 

Sincerely, > 



Muriel L, Fuller. 
.Project Consultant 

1347 North Wingra Drive 
mdison, WI 5371S 



r 
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Letter and questi&nriaire sent 
to all participants in 
Shaia^d Staffing Programs . 



ILLINOIS STATE LIBRARY 
SHARED STAFFING PROJECT REVIEW 



To: Local l^«aries and library systems in the Sharefl 
Staffi#'^Project ' }/ 

From: 'Muriel L.. Fuller, Project Review Consultant^ 

In order to gather the background information that will give us a sound 
basis for evaluating the effectiveness of the Shared Staffing Projedt and to get 
ideas and suggestions for improving it, if the Project bontinues, we are asking 
that you use the outline of topics and questions as guidelines for describing 
your project. 

/■^ " ' • ' ' 

Whet|\er you are the librarian, sha?ed staffer, system liaison or trustee, 
please respond tO' the questions which you can^ answer at this time. The prograijis. 
are in different stages of development .so respond to those topics which are 
applicable. Use the questions as a basis for your responses. 

"/ , ' ' • ^ \ - ; ■ ^ , 

'We ar,e asking you to do this immediately so we will have the benefit of 
your responses to include as one element in the report to the State Library and 
the Advisory Committee. Vie will not identify your libraVy^o^ system specifically 



Thank you very much for your help. 



I. Proposal Development • 

In ,the Shared Staffing Project there have been^ three parties involved: 
^ local libraries, system staff and the State Library. We^tffe interested irt 
hearing about the process which was followed. an the dev^opmeyt of the, pro- 
posal . Hejre are some questioris which may help you reviw thax process. 

f (1) What were the role and responsibilities of the/local library and 
trustees? the Library System? the State Library?" / 

Who' initiated the idea of shared staffing in the libraries? 
Who was ijivolved in the planning of the proposal? 
What difficulties had to be resolved? How long was the pro- 
posal, discussed ^and by whom before submission? - 
When and how was Jthe board involved? 

How was the decision made on what position should be proposed? 

Wha?i\objectives were set up for the project? 

How Vas the System liaison person invoited in the proposal 

development? 
What responsibilities did the System handle? 

How was the State Library involved in the proposal development? 

' ^ (2) Were the State Library's guidelines for preparing the shared ^ 
staffing proposal clearly stated or not? If riot, what suggestions 
do you hatre for improving them? 



II, implementing the Project / ^ 

We are interested again in process and in your suggestions for changing 

'and improving the program^ 

■ ' *' ' . . '• . 

(1) Selection of staff member. ^ 

How was the job description developed? .Who was involved? /-^ 

How was the staff member recruited? What thariges would you suggest?* 

(2) On the job. ^ ^ ' - , 

What' process was fpllowed in the orientation of the staff member in 
the two libraries? Any problems in carrying out the schedule? How - 
' resolved? ^ * " ^ ^ " 

HI. Evaluation . , , - 



What criteria have you set up "for evaluating- the effectiveness of 
the project? Who is involved in the evaluation process? Whar 
changes do you suggest? 

■ ■ ■ - ■ \ ■ • 

IV. Continuation of the Project 

What follow-^up^or continuation do you see as a possibility for your 
own library or systerfi? - 

What is your recommendation on continuing ,the Shared Staffing Project 
- ^ as one aspect of the State Library'^s Manpower Developjnent Program? 



■i 
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PRELIMINARY SUMMARY 
OP 

PROGRAM POLICY REVIEW OF SHARED STAFFING PROGRAM 



J 



\ • • • 

To: II linois State Library Ad'frisory Committee 

Prom: Muriel L. Fuller, Consultant * , 

In October, 1977 Phase I of the program review of the Shared StaTffing Program 
begjan with a series of meetings at the headquarters of the DuPage, Shawnee and 
Suburban Library Systems for the personnel who are involved in the seven Shared 
Staffing Projects which have been funded by the Illifiois State Library (1975-77'). 
There were librarians from 14 of the 15 libraries, four shared staffiers, vfive 
system liaisons, the State Library Consultant -*nd the Program Review Consultant' 
involved in a review of the piM>jects. Following the system mecjtings a field 
visit was made to, each library in order to meet other library staff members and 
to see their facilities and resources. 

•' ^ ^ • ' ' / . 

^On October 26 a questionnaire was mailed' to each person now involved in 
the Program. From the responses many useful comments have been incorporated 
in the full 'report on Phase i. They described the process of developing their 
project proposals, made suggestions for changes in the guidelines which would 
enable others to design proposals more easily, and described the difficulties 
they were having with the matter of eva:iuatipn< They expressed strong support 
of the continuation of 'the Shared Staffing Program as an extremely important 
element in the Manpower Development Program for public libraries in Illinois. 

Because there is very limited experience with the projects at this time 
(two began in 1975 and the other five .were funded in 1977), it is difficult to 
assess the real long range effectiveness of the shared staffing concept except 
in the two programis in the DuPage Libratry System which are in thieir third year 
of operation.^ Both of those projects appear to be meeting their pbjectives - , 
^ ss^tisfaciorilV:' Even Without additional supporting evidence, it appears feasible 
to^recommend serious consideration, of the continuatiqn jDf the Shared Staffing 
Program but under revised guidelines' which would propose changing the emphasis 
from libraries ^^erving populations undel: 10,000 to public libraries in other 
population categories whjpeh-have a need for adding a {professional staff position 
but can do so only if they can cooperate with- a neighboring library in the kind 
of projects provided^ by the Shared Staffing Program. The complete report will' 
offer more specific suggestions for the revision of the program. 

' If the program were continued for at least three to five more years with 

\a maximum of five programs each year, the re3Ults mi^ht be an addition of 15-2S 
professional positions in th^ public libraries in Illinois by 198?. The cost at 
the present rate of State Library support would be $300,000 to $500,000. 

In Phase Xl of the program review, the personnel needs of libraries servirig 
' populations under 10,000 will be -reviewed andf studied with the purpose of pro- 
■ " posing alternative" peiisonnel prograhis geared specifically to this group of libraries 
The entire report will be completed for the June Advisory Copiittee meeting. / 



-33- 



ERLC 



^ , 11/30/77 



